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Examiner's Detailed Office Action 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to Amendment After Non Final, filed December 25, 
2007. 

2. Claims 1-17 and 20 will be examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 13, 14, 17, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Guiver et al. (USPN 5,809,490, referred to as Guiver). 

Regarding claims 1,8, 13, and 17: 
Guiver teaches, 

receiving a first data set (Guiver: Column(C) 4, Lines(L) 43-44) characterizing the 
behavior of a first system (Guiver: C 3, L 41-46), said first data set containing a first 
plurality of data elements (Guiver: C 3, L 47-50); 

modeling said first system based on said first data set using said neural network, wherein 
a first set of weights are generated by said modeling said first system (Guiver: C 7, L 6- 
11; Examiner's Note(EN): The examiner takes the position that the generation of weights 
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as taught in applicant's claimed invention would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, in light of the creation of a weight vector and the adjusting of weight 
factors taught in the invention of Guiver), wherein said first set of weights corresponds to 
the set of final weights associated with said plurality of neurons modeling said first 
system (Guiver: EN: The examiner takes the position that the applicant's teaching of 
using final weights as the first set of weights would have been obvious in light of Guiver 
teaching the use of the weight of his winning neuron from the previous iteration as the 
value used to set surrounding neurons in a succeeding iterations in Column 7, Lines 35- 
39); 

receiving a second data set characterizing the behavior of a second system sought to be 
modeled by said neural network, said second data set containing a second plurality of 
data elements (Guiver: C 5, L 23-29; EN: The examiner takes the position that the 
"second data", and that the "second system" reads on the data input into the neural 
network and the system to be modeled after the initial training of the neural network 
using the training set (i.e. first data) and the training system (i.e. first system).); 
determining whether said first plurality of data elements follow a similar pattern as said 
second plurality of data elements (Guiver: C 9, L 64-66; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that determining of the distance between the output data and the input data is the 
method Guiver uses to determine whether first and second data elements follow the same 
pattern); and 

modeling said second system based on said second data set using said neural network to 
generate a second set of weights as the set of final weights for said system (Guiver: C 7, 
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L 35-39; C 7: 46-47; EN: The examiner has found that the applicant's claimed 
"[generation] of a second set of weights as the set of final weights for said second 
system" reads on the weights adjusted by the Kohonen SOM when using the clusterizer 
after training the SOM, where the adjusted weights act as "final weights" when mapping 
input data to output data, as taught by Guiver.), wherein said first set of weights are used 
as initial weights for said plurality of neurons while modeling said second system if said 
first plurality of data elements follow a similar pattern as said second plurality of data 
elements (Guiver: C 9, L 64-66; "the Kohonen neuron with the smallest distance adjusts 
its weight to be closer to the values of the input data. The neighbors of the winning 
neuron also adjust their weights to be closer to the same input data vector"), 
wherein said second system is another separate from said first system and wherein said 
first data set is separate from said second data set (Guiver: C 5, L 23-29; EN: The 
examiner takes the position that the "second data", and that the "second system" reads on 
the data input into the neural network and the system to be modeled after the initial 
training of the neural network using the training set (i.e. first data) and the training 
system (i.e. first system). Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention that the training set and training model are 
"separate" from the non-training set and non-training model.). 



Regarding claims 2, 9, and 14: 
Guiver teaches, 
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(Previously Presented): The method further comprising storing said first set of weights in 
a non- volatile storage (Guiver: C 4, L 17-20; EN: The examiner takes the position that 
the applicant's specific recitation of storing weights in said non- volatile storage would 
have been obvious in light of Guiver teaching the use non-volatile storage and it being 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that weights must be stored.). 



Regarding claims 21 : 
Guiver teaches, 

(Previously Presented): The method wherein said pre-specified condition is obtained 
when said plurality of neurons with associated set of final weights causes said neural 
network to provide output values within a desired error level (EN: The examiner takes 
that the applicant's claimed "obtaining" of a specified condition upon producing outputs 
within a desired error level would have been obvious to one skilled in the art in light of 
Guiver teaching the use of a neural network in Column 2, Lines 26-27, the developing of 
outputs that minimize the error in Column 2, Lines 30-39, the use of output neurons in 
Column 7, Lines 27-28, and the use of neuron as weights in Column 7, Lines 35-39.). 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on December 25, 2007 have been fully considered but are found to 
be non-persuasive. The unpersuasive arguments made by the Applicant are stated below: 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 
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For example, the present invention models two separate systems, with corresponding separate data 
sets (characterizing the respective systems). 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has found that the applicant's 
claimed modelling of "two separate systems" is not a limitation which is supported by the 
disclosed invention. 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

It is unclear as to which specific phases of operation of Guiver are being equated to the claimed 
modelling of the first system and the second system. The Examiner is respectfully requested to 
provide further detail so that Applicant's can appropriately respond to the rejection. 



Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and asserts that the previously 
presented Examiner's Note was based on the recitation of Column 5, Lines 23-29, where Guiver 
teaches the receiving of new data (i.e. second data) representing a non-training system (i.e. 
second system) which is used to model said a system after the initial training of the model with a 
first set of training data (i.e. first data) representing a first training system (i.e. first system). 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 

The above noted two areas cannot be equated tot he claimed modeling of the first and second 
systems since the operation corresponding to (B) does not generate any claimed second set of 
weights. 



Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has respectfully found that the 
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applicant has misinterpreted the invention of Guiver. The examiner agrees with the applicant's 
dividing of the invention of Guiver into two areas (i.e. A and B), however the examiner has 
found that the claimed "[generation] of a second set of weights as the set of final weights for said 
second system" reads on the broadly argued "use of the constructed model" (as stated by the 
applicant). This position is based on the applicant's claimed "[generation] of a second set of 
weights as the set of final weights for said second system" reading on the weights generated by 
the Kohonen SOM when using the clusterizer after training the SOM, where the adjusted weights 
act as "final weights" when mapping input data to output data, as taught by Guiver (Guiver: C 7, 
L 35-39; C 7: 46-47). 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

In this scenario, there are no two different data sets, contrary to the express recitation in claim 1 . 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has found that the applicant 
has misinterpreted the invention of Guiver. The examiner agrees that there is a training phase 
(i.e. Al) and a model building phase (i.e. A2). However, the applicant has not acknowledged the 
existence of the training data set which is used to train the SOM and the working data set which 
is used to actually build a model. This distinction is clear in Guiver teaching the use of the 
training data set to train the SOM and the use of a smaller data set (i.e. working data set) to 
actually model the data (Guiver: C 2, L 45-50). 



In reference to Applicant's argument: 
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Claim 1 is allowable over Guiver for the addition reason in reciting that, "... determining whether 
said first plurality of data elements follow a similar pattern as said second plurality of data 
elements; ..." 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has found that in not further 
defining the applicant's claimed "determining [of] whether said first plurality of data elements 
follow a similar pattern as said second plurality of data elements" is inherent in Guiver teaching 
that the development of a set of data that is formatted to better represent the input data. Further, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that in 
formatting a set of data (i.e. working data) to represent a first set of data (i.e. training data), that 
the two data sets would follow a "similar pattern". 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Thus the Kohonen neuron relied upon by the Examiner, is used in training phase . 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has found that Guiver 
explicitly teaches that his Kohonen is used both after and during training (Guiver: C 7, L 46-47). 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

There is no comparison step there between data elements of different sets (used for modeling 
respective systems, as claimed)! 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has found that the argued 



Application/Control Number: 10/709,970 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2129 

"comparison step [...] between data elements of different sets" is not a claimed limitation and is 
not recited in Claim 1 . 

Examiner's Opinion: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's arguments in light of the claimed invention. 
Furthermore, the examiner respectfully reminds the applicant that "during examination, 
the claims must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow". (MPEP 
2111.01 [R-5] I) 

It is the goal of the Examiner to move the applicant's claimed invention towards 
allowability. However, as presently claimed, the applicant's claimed invention is 
substantially broad and is broad enough to read on the prior art of record. Specifically, 
the term "separate" in Claims 1, 8, 13, and 17 is capable of being interpreted several 
ways. 

The examiner understands that the disclosed invention is driven to "separate" systems. 
However, "separate" systems can be broadly interpreted as merely a single system before 
training and after training. Furthermore, in having thoroughly read the disclosed 
invention it is clear that what the applicant intends for "separate" to convey is that "there 
exists another system, which has already been modeled... and a data set characterizing the 
another system" (Applicant's Disclosure: 1(0012), however this is not a claimed limitation 
and cannot be relied upon when determining patentability. Additionally, the examiner 
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has found that the teachings of Paragraph 0015 make it clear that the sets of weights are 
based on pre-modeled data, which is not a claimed distinction. 

Finally, should the applicant choose to amend, the Examiner respectfully suggests that 
the applicant consider the teachings of Paragraphs 0012 and 0015, further distinguishing 
the claimed systems from a model during and after training, further distinguishing the 
claimed weights from weights used during and after training, the subject matter of Claim 
3 or 10, the subject matter of Claim 4 or 1 1, and/or language along the lines of "wherein 
the generated second set of weights are used to reduce the number of computations 
required to model the system(s)" (to better clarify the practical application). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). A 
shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 13, 14, 17, and 21 are rejected. 

Correspondence Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Adrian L. Kennedy whose telephone number is (571) 270-1505. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon -Fri 8:30am-5pm. If attempts to reach the examiner 
by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David Vincent can be reached on 
(571) 272-3080. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

ALK David Vincent 

Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2100 



/Joseph P. Hirl/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2129 
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